_ficulties which stand in the way of an agreed and con
" trofled climination of existing weapons: i

thus depends. o?! y.on whether thc 'US and the Soviet
‘Union want this'to happen, and not on technical dif

‘What causes Leghom and Inglis to urge the “freczmg

and Inglis believe that stopping.at the present level of
development “of, thermonuclear weapons and missiles

toward real disarmament remains possible, if and when-
international relations will have improved enough to
make extensive international control and inspection fea-

sible. Permitting the race to run to its conclusion—when .
well-protected, dispersed, invulnerable bases, stacked.
with abundant thermonuclear missiles, actually exist

. in both camps—will mean, according to Leghorn and-
Inglis, going beyond a point of no retum. They su

8 ',':gdcn mass destruction in war to a totalitarian dictator
*  of the anms race at its penultimate stage, instead of let-
ting it run to its éompletion—which Sherwin and Am-

ster take for granted and consider desirable? Leghom  and military aviation: is about to make this long-range

~ ized the change, end have made it'clear in their char-,
will presetve a situstion from which § movement back

.. chev's speeches st Moscow and London, threats of atom-

that it is in the self-interest of both the U.S. and the -

Soviet Union to keep the possibility of future controlled
disarmament open. Furthermore, they argue, only such
a freeze can prevent nations mot now in the van of the
arms race from gequiring weapons of mass destruction.
The acquisition of atomic weapons by smaller powers is
bound to create a maultilateral danger, less predictable
and less controllable than the present danger of the
outbreak of atomic war by one of the two armed camps.

Colonel Leghom emphasizes the extreme urgency of
the situation. He believes that the suggested attempt
to stop the race will have to be made within the next

- few months—otherwise, it will be too late, technological E
of the ultimate terér

progress having put the mas(ez
weapons irrevocably in the hands of man.

. The suggestion of Leghomn and Inglis is nof a propa
ganda proposal to shift the blame for the arms race to
the other side. It is decply serious. Their belief that we
are now offered Jiterally the last opportum}y to avoid
an irrevocable deadlock of mutual terror is a sober esti-

.. posals are in the interést of the West: the s,
‘whether they are also sufficiently in the interest of the * ..

. stopping a race always benefits the onc who happens to
" be ahoad when the freeze is
- who is coming up from behindi (England, too, will not

pe

- mate of reality, and not an exaggeration to whip up sup- }-fr. the desirability of the freeze for both sides,

poit for a pet disafmament plan It is, m fact, now ory .

“never.
There is a tendency in Amenca to belicve that to stop
the development of advanced technological weapons,
cven on.a truly reciprocal basis, would, on the balance,
damage the U.S. and favor the Soviet Union. It has been

so often stated that the military strength of America lies
in its' technological leadership, while that of Russia re- | ,
" sides in its inexhaustible manpowér, that this is ac- -~ ond part of the traditi6nal comparison of the strength
“ the West and the East is also by no means un

- ble."The juxtaposition of the “inexhaustible” Sovrct‘m-

- cepted as permanent. Undoubtedly, it has been large-

ly valid in the past. The Russians themselves have
traditionally thought along the same lincs. However, the .

situation is changmg Ever since 1945, atomic scientists
(and the Bulletin, in particular) have pointed out that
i the long ruff, the existence of atomic weapons will

both ma)or powers may be placed by the acqumbo of

"~ of the West always sounded cxaggerated, when the 200

slnp, than to a democracy restrained by public opin-*
ion: The rapid advance of Soviet stomic s

prediction come truc. The Soviet leaders have now resl-
acteristic blunt end crude way. They have abandoned -

their insistence on the “outlawing” of atomic weapons as
the fist step it disarmement. In Zhwkov's snd Khrush.

wdeshucbonmntedmAmﬂunubuhmMphced
previous predictions oftheduuﬁunn store for invaders
of the Russian homeland. ' ‘
While tthowctleedmteemﬁmnytohangtuped
the full advantages for them of the uncontrolled posscs-

-sion of atomic and thermonuclear ~Weapons, American

public opinion shows itsclf slow-2and understnndably’
rcluctant—to acknowledge this new relationship. *

At the time when the Soviet Union and the U S. are.
approaching a baknce of siratomic destructive power,
American public opinion still, takes it for granted that a
halt to the technological anms race will be a boon to .
the Soviet Union. This conviction is likely to cause the
proposals of Leghom and Inglis to be criticized, at- bcst,
as naive, and at worst, as deliberately aiming at the uni-

lateral mkcmng of the U.S. In fact, however, thﬂpto-

Soviet Union to be acceptable to the latter. ‘After all, ;
and: not:the one
be happy about stopping her- thermonuclear wespons

dcvelopmcnt short of the testing of sctual weapons.) -
_ Of the drguments Leghom and Inglls adduce to show

most convincing one is the predicament mto whith

lcd. Their hands could be forced by‘the i
ction of 2 “neutral,” ora wilful ally,
" It may be worthwhile pointing out ﬁcre that" ~the ‘sec”

serves of military manpower and the limited manpower

million population of the Soviet Union were confrasted
with the 150 million population of the U S, not to speak
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‘Europe. The ability of the Soviet Union to put into the

“fickd and keep continuously under arms two. ‘hundred
" infantry divisions has been the consequence, not of the
size of its population, but of the character of its econo- - #cally impossible,ior as; coming

my. With mcreased industrialization, it. beoomu as dif-

_ficult for the Soviet Union to spare these peaple for

military service a3 it has been traditionally the casc for
the United States or England. Soviet industnialization

anization of agnculture has led to a dearth of manpower
for continued growth of industry, and has even csused
a forced movement of some industrial population back -
to the farms. This is why the Soviet Union is now willing
to talk about the reduction .of military contingents, or
even undertake it unilaterally—while she has lost interest

- in the abolition of air-atomic weapons. The possibility

of atomic disarmament hinged decisively on effective
controls. Slowly, realizing this, the Soviet Union has ad-
vanced, in the coursc of the U.N. negotiations on atomic
encrgy control, to the point where she not only has con-
ceded the principle of intermational inspection, but has
agreed to give the international inspectors free eatry into
and egress from all couptries, and access to all atomic
encrgy plants: It can be anticipated that the willingness
of the Soviet Union to make concessions on the subject
of inspection will now not increase, but wane. Atready,
during the recent London mectings, her oconditional ac-
ceptance of President Eisenhower’s proposal for aerial
inspection has been superceded by an outright rejection.

To sum up, the proposals of Leghorn and Inglis ap-
pesr a3 the only now practically feasible “disarmament”
(or, rather, arms “freezing”) proposals in the field of

stamic weapons, since they are enforceable thhout ex- .

tensive inspection. Whether the Soviet Union still had
real interest in the cessation of thermonuclear weapons®
tests—as she has again proclaimed on the otcasion of the

* recently announced reduction of her asmy establishment

serious consideration be gn&:n to tus pos
Pethaps. the ! Leghorn-Inglis-idess |
wctghcd by government,, qxpeﬂs.

affeot the arms race. If this is the ’

be apprized of the derision and pf the teasons
Ten years ugo, Americs ' took . mﬁw

thc atomic disarmament phm mttg ‘

wuamthm;from thcpomt of view of g
undcrstandmg for Americgo atomic policics. ..
Since then, secrecy ,has increasingly bhghtqd‘,
can policy-forming processes. In 1952, 2 commi

] R. Oppenhcimer, John chkey and Joseph E! )ohn-
- son, to advisc the State. Department on disarmament.
Rumors had it that its advice waseto cxplorqthe possi-
bility of agreement with the USSR on rcnuncnhpn of
thermonuclear weapons fests (it was still time then to
stop thcamumo;short ofpcxfechonofﬂmewapom) »
Whether these rumors ‘were true, we do not Know, since b
no official word was ever heard on the subject. Mole re-
cently, Mr. Stassen appointed, smong several adyisory .-
pancls, one headed by Proféssor E. O. Lawrence to ad-
vise him on scientific and. technologicak aspects of the .
disarmament problem. Wg, hear no word about»thc e
port of this panel, Granted that it probably: contains '
secret data, these could b@ﬁhwmﬁed, and publi¢ opin-+
ion given a declassified summary suficient for mtclhgcnt )
discussion of the technical aspects of the disarmament ™ .
situation, and critical appraisal. of American polxclel in
this ficld, Insttad, all the public.is considered fit to
feceive, are vaguc optumlbc pxonounccmcnh by Mt, ey
. ' e o -—E R. K 4 ) oy
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The three articles which follotw continue the disoussion of sctence arid military ~
, ttrategy which began in our May issue. Again, scientists as well as military, experts *

" " glve their views. Richard Leghorn is a retired Air Force Colonel now with Eastman ‘«";‘ =
Kodak Co. David Inglis is a Senior Phyvicist at Argonne National Laboratory. Colo-"-:" -
nel Plerre Callojs'is a military strategist attached to the staff of NATO. . St

Pierre Auger’s article, “Sclence as a Force for Unfty Among Men,” on pagc 208, -« »
tntroduces a new section of the Tenth Anniversdry Sympdrium discussing the -
social responsibility of science and scientists. Dr. Awger is Director of the Natunil

a—
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Y

Sclences Department of Wnesco. This serids will be continued in the September
{ssue with contributions from scientists in other countries. We hope that the subfect

wAll stimulate the interest and participation of many other scientists, since we thhk
it the central problem facing science as a profession in our times. '

188

Approved For Release 2001/03/02 : CIA—RDP70-00058R000100120019-7




